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Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C.  20554 
  
  

In the Matter of      ) 
        ) 
Petition of ACS of Anchorage, Inc. Pursuant to  ) 
Section 10 of the Communications Act of 1934, as  ) WC Docket No. 05-281 
Amended, for Forbearance from Sections 251(c)(3)  ) 
And 252(d)(1) in the Anchorage LEC Study Area  ) 

  
  

STATEMENT OF KENNETH L. SPRAIN 

 1. I am currently the Senior Vice-President for Network and Information 

Technology for Alaska Communications Systems, including ACS of Anchorage, Inc. (“ACS”).  I 

have held this position since 2003 and consulted for ACS during the prior two years.  Before 

working as a consultant for ACS and other telecommunications companies, I was a Vice 

President at both CenturyTel and Pacific Telecom, Inc. (PTI).  I began my career with the RCA 

Service Company working as a technician and supervisor at remote Alaskan communication sites 

and worked for over fifteen years in the Alaskan communications industry before transferring 

Stateside with PTI. 

 2. I am familiar with the Anchorage Study Area, the ACS network, the use of ACS’s 

network by competitors, and the existence of alternative networks in the Anchorage market. 

 3. As illustrated on the map attached as Exhibit A-1, the Anchorage LEC study area 

is comprised of five wire centers:  Central, East, North, South and West.  Although General 

Communication, Inc. (“GCI”) bases its analysis on “the seven largest wire centers,”1 the 

                                                 
1  In the Matter of Petition of ACS of Anchorage, Inc. Pursuant to Section 10 of the 

Communications Act of 1934, as amended, for Forbearance from Sections 251(c)(3) and 
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additional two “wire centers” it identifies are ACS “remote” locations on O’Malley and Rabbit 

Creek Roads, where GCI has elected to collocate its switch.  GCI relies on the NECA Tariff 

F.C.C. No. 4, which identifies a number of “wire centers;” however, the remote locations 

(O’Malley, Rabbit Creek, Elmendorf, Ft. Richardson, Girdwood, and Indian) do not have the 

capability of a true end office.  End users served from a remote location require a connection to a 

host switch at a central office to call outside of the area served by the remote.  Neither 

interexchange carriers nor wireless carriers are interconnected at any remote location.   

 4. In addition to the wire center boundaries, the maps highlight the large business 

districts in Anchorage.  As illustrated on the map, the North and Central wire centers have high 

concentrations of larger business locations.  The North wire center includes downtown 

Anchorage, which is the largest business district and includes hotels, banks, offices for the 

railroad, port, and oil industries, and federal and state government offices.  The Central wire 

center includes the second largest business district, “Midtown” Anchorage, which includes 

hotels, banks, offices for the oil industry, and municipal offices.  ACS believes that GCI has fiber 

facilities in these areas.  The West wire center includes the Anchorage airport.  Schools, retail 

shopping, and restaurants are spread fairly evenly across all five wire centers, where growth has 

brought the entry of such businesses as “big box” stores and car dealerships.  Many of the 

smaller businesses in Anchorage are located within residential areas, and thus should be passed 

by GCI’s cable facilities.  The streets on the map show the developed areas of Anchorage.  These 

developed areas appear to match the cable system boundaries that GCI identifies in Exhibit F of 

its Opposition.  The areas south of Anchorage that are part of the South wire center (Girdwood, 

                                                                                                                                                             
252(d)(1) in the Anchorage LEC Study Area, Opposition of General Communication, Inc., WC 
Docket No. 05-281 (“Redacted Version”), at 15 (“GCI Opposition”). 
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Indian and Bird) are not within GCI’s cable service area.  These areas have low population 

densities and thus the cost of deploying facilities in these areas is relatively high.  Eyecom offers 

cable service over its own cable network in these areas.  Although Eyecom does not offer cable 

broadband service today, the technology is available in the market, and there is no reason to 

believe it could not offer broadband.   

 5. The maps also show the areas in the East wire center where GCI has exclusive 

facilities.  ACS does not have its own facilities in developments on Elmendorf Airforce Base 

where GCI has its own copper facilities to supplement its cable facilities.  ACS serves 

approximately 43 customers in these areas using resale of GCI’s copper facilities. 

 6. The following tables provide ACS’s access lines broken down by wire center for 

both business and residential customers.  Access line numbers are based on the CASBB2 

numbers ACS reports to the Regulatory Commission of Alaska (“RCA”).   

As of November 30, 2005 

Wire Center Residential Business Total 
Central 3,640 17,590 21,230 
North 7,104 17,060 24,164 
South 13,079 7,743 20,822 
West 5,389 4,115 9,504 
East 8,396 3,336 11,732 
Total 37,608 49,844 87,452 

 

As of December 31, 2005 

Wire Center Residential Business Total 
Central 3,606 17,564 21,170 
North 7,075 16,829 23,904 

                                                 
2  The Carrier and Area Specific Bulk Bill is part of the state access charge scheme implemented at 
 the outset of local exchange competition after competitive ILECs were ordered to exit the state 
 access charge pooling process. 
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South 13,042 7,750 20,792 
West 5,357 4,093 9,450 
East 8,329 3,278 11,607 
Total 37,409 49,514 86,923 

 

These line counts include a small number of customers for whom ACS uses resold wireless 

services because deployment of wireline facilities is prohibitively expensive.  As the carrier of 

last resort, ACS has plant that has been constructed to accommodate growth for which it receives 

no revenue.  The line counts above do not reflect these unused facilities. 

 7. Due to the relatively small size of the Anchorage market and the nature of 

businesses in Anchorage, there is a low level of demand in the study area for capacity higher 

than DS1.  ACS does not provision UNEs to GCI greater than DS1.  Moreover, ACS provides 

DS3 service [BEGIN CONFIDENTIAL] [END CONFIDENTIAL]. 

 8. If ACS’s DS1 UNEs were no longer available to competitors in Anchorage, GCI 

and other competitors provide sufficient capacity to business customers using their own facilities 

as supplemented by ACS’s tariffed offerings.  For example, GCI can continue its practice of 

provisioning T-1 service by purchasing service via ACS’s Metallic Service tariff and connecting 

that service to GCI’s own T-1 electronics.  The intrastate Metallic Service tariff rate is $29 per 

month for a single pair.3  GCI’s tariffed retail rate for T-1 service is $89.24.4  Although a pair of 

Metallic Service lines are required to provide service, at a cost of $58, GCI still has substantial 

margin opportunity with this method of provisioning.  GCI could also provide DS1 capacity 

using HDSL on a single Metallic Service pair at an even higher profit margin.   

                                                 
3  See Exhibit A-2. 
4  See Exhibit A-3. 



REDACTED FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION                                                               ACS Reply Comments 
WC Docket No. 05-281 

Sprain Statement 
Filed February 23, 2006 

 

 
 DC\840733.1 

5

 9. Unlike residential customers, business customers require different levels of 

capacity.  Additionally, higher capacity facilities typically entail more complicated installation 

procedures than are required for residential customers.  Therefore, business customers typically 

experience longer wait times than residential customers for receiving new service.   In 2005, only 

35.6% of ACS’s circuit orders were processed in 14 days or fewer.  57.3% of business 

customers’ orders were processed between 15 and 30 days, and 7.1% took over 30 days from 

order receipt to installation. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

/s/ Kenneth L. Sprain        
Kenneth L. Sprain 
600 Telephone Avenue 
MS 60 
Anchorage, AK 99503-6091 
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EXHIBIT A-1 

Anchorage LEC Study Area Wire Center Map 
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EXHIBIT A-2 

Copy of ACS Tariff for Metallic Service 
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EXHIBIT A-3 

Copy of GCI Tariff for T-1 Service 








